Introduction
Given the mode of death of its central figure, crucifixion has been a topic of profound interest to Christians throughout the centuries. Christianity, of course, did not spread in a vacuum; rather, it was constantly in contact with the cultural pre-conceptions of the day. Hence, early Christians, proclaiming a crucified Messiah, necessarily interacted with the various perceptions of crucifixion in the ancient world.
For the contemporary scholar of early Christianity, the study of the views concerning crucifixion in antiquity can thus potentially illumine the ways in which Christianity itself developed in its understanding of the death of its central figure. Moreover, given the importance of ancient Jewish thought in the formation of early Christianity, the study of Jewish perceptions of the cross forms a necessary, if perhaps sometimes neglected, context in which to view early Christian references to the cross of Christ.
Jewish people in antiquity were frequently in contact with acts of crucifixion. For example, Josephus, in some nineteen separate accounts, 1 numbers several thousand victims as suspended on the stauro/ ß (Gr. "cross") -most of these in Judaea. 2 Frequent references to crucifixion in rabbinic texts demonstrate this gruesome penalty to be a matter the rabbis considered a common part of life. 3 And the rabbis sometimes defined their own teachings ----------------- 1 The figure "nineteen" treats as single events parallel narratives in the Antiquities and in the War. This includes the Testimonium Flavianum, despite the intense debates over its authenticity. "Nineteen" also includes those events, described with stauro/ ß terminology, which speak of the suspension of a dead body (e.g., Ant. vi.374). For more on the semantic range of stauro/ ß see §2.2 below.
2 For example, in Ant. xvii.295 Josephus states that two thousand were executed by crucifixion; and he speaks of "incalculable numbers" being executed in this fashion in Bell. ii.253. Even given the famous tendency of Josephus to exaggerate numbers, one can nonetheless infer from his accounts of the Second Temple period that this form of execution was quite evident in Palestine in the first century.
3 E.g., note the way crucifixion terminology creeps into aphoristic sayings such as
Mybwlxl rykb Myfsl Cyql ("the last of the robbers is the first of the hanged," in over against the frequent crucifixions that were so much a part of the Roman world. 4 In this light, the study of crucifixion in the numerous references from ancient Jewish sources can help amplify themes that are important for the student of Judaism itself. Thus such an analysis of Jewish perceptions of crucifixion can also rightly be justified as helpful for the scholar of Jewish, as well as Christian, antiquity.
The first part of this book seeks inductively to draw out ancient Jewish views concerning the penalty of crucifixion through the period of the completion of the Talmuds. This work indicates that the numerous references to crucifixion in ancient Jewish literature manifest a variety of perceptions of the cross. These perceptions are often overtly negative both toward the punishment and toward the person so executed. Yet, more positive views can also be found. The second part of the book then briefly suggests how such understandings may have influenced early Christianity.
While other scholarly works have provided helpful insight into the history of crucifixion in the ancient world (and even in Palestine), the emphasis throughout this book is on perceptions of crucifixion. In what ways did Jewish people in this period perceive of crucifixion and of a crucified person? Such perceptions can include both well-developed concepts as well as the less tangible "gut-reactions". In short, what would immediately have sprung to mind if someone learned of a person being crucified? And how did those understandings affect Christianity?
This first chapter discusses introductory matters, beginning with a brief summary of the previous scholarship on the subject. Then follows a short study of ancient crucifixion terminology. Next an overview of Jewish law and practice concerning death penalties provides necessary background for future discussion. Finally, a working methodology for this study is suggested.
Crucifixion and Judaism in Contemporary Research
Most extended works on crucifixion written by contemporary scholars focus on the Graeco-Roman world at large. Hence, previously there has not been a comprehensive analysis of the many crucifixion and suspension passages found within ancient Jewish literature -especially an analysis that has focused on the variety of ancient Jewish perceptions concerning this penalty.
For example, when one examines Martin Hengel's treatise Crucifixion, perhaps the best-known book on the subject available in the English language, one notes that Professor Hengel devotes only two powerful, but all too brief, pages to "Crucifixion among the Jews." 5 Hengel, explaining his emphasis on Gentile sources throughout this book, states: "The history of crucifixion in Judaea and in the Jewish tradition really needs a separate investigation…" (p. 84). In this regard, Hengel continues the focus on Graeco-Roman analysis that is evident previously in the classic studies of crucifixion by Lipsius and Fulda. 6 Even the important later survey by H. W. Kuhn only provides a few pages more of discussion on Jewish materials. 7 Many previous studies on the cross in ancient Jewish literature do not focus on the perceptions of Jews toward the penalty; rather, they tend to ask whether ancient Jewish leaders practiced crucifixion. Thus, the modern study of crucifixion in Judaism significantly advanced with the work of Ethelbert Stauffer, but Stauffer was clearly concerned about when crucifixion was first practiced by Jews in Palestine (Stauffer believed the priest Alcimus was the first to crucify fellow Jews). 8 Later, in a carefully argued study, Stauffer's student Ernst Bammel contended that some Jewish people would have regarded crucifixion as a legitimate method of execution. 9 There were, however, also important voices that insisted crucifixion was never a sanctioned practice within Judaism. 10 In the last few decades, a significant portion of the work on crucifixion within Judaism has focused on two short passages from Qumran (4QpNah 3- 4 i 6-8; 11QTemple 64:6-13). The Nahum Pesher was released first. 11 Its intriguing line about the Lion of Wrath who "hangs men alive" led to an initial appraisal of this phrase as a reference to crucifixion. Though some discussion ensued, an appeal to Sifre Deut 221, which contains a similar phrase, appears to confirm this as a reference to crucifixion. 12 Later, Yigael Yadin caused a sensation by suggesting that the Temple Scroll indicates that Qumran halakhah (based on Deut 21:22-23) mandated suspension as a form of execution. Based on this evidence, he asserted that the Qumranites in the Nahum Pesher actually commended the Lion of Wrath (= Alexander Jannaeus) for his use of crucifixion in opposition to the Seekers-after-SmoothThings. 13 The Temple Scroll passage has naturally fascinated NT scholars, especially given Paul's application of Deuteronomy 21:22-23 to the crucified Christ in Galatians 3:13. 14 And Yadin's striking interpretation of the Nahum Pesher has helped provoke even more interest in how various Jewish sects viewed crucifixion.
Many have since penned articles either agreeing or disagreeing with Yadin's proposal. 15 They frequently appeal to the inclusion in Targum Ruth 1:17 of asyq tbylx (often translated as "hanging on a tree") among the four accepted Jewish death penalties, taking the place of strangulation (qnj) in the standard rabbinic list (cf. m. Sanh. 7:1).
Many studies also note the 1968 discovery at Giv>at ha-Mivtar in the vicinity of Jerusalem of a crucified man from the first century. This discovery has been cited as evidence of crucifixion in first-century Judea, and it has also ----------------- 11 Prior to its inclusion in DJD 5 (pp. 37-42), the text was first released in J. led to multiple studies on the exact methods employed during crucifixion (i.e., how would a person be positioned on the cross). 16 Drawing on this material, the one work that has presented the most methodical and comprehensive study of crucifixion in Jewish literature, an article by Luis Díez Merino, 17 seeks to prove that there is pre-Mishnaic evidence that crucifixion ante-mortem was an acceptable penalty for some Jewish groups (Sadducees and Essenes), but not for others (Pharisees). Díez Merino contends that the Qumran sectarian literature (Essene documents) contains two texts applauding crucifixion in certain cases (11QTemple 64:6-13 and 4QpNah 3-4 i 6-8). And, after an extensive analysis of targumic evidence, he holds (based on the principle that "what is anti-Mishnaic must be pre-Mishnaic") that the targumim contain pre-Mishnaic strands of legislation that favour crucifixion (especially Targum Neofiti on Num 25:4; all the targumim on Deut 21:22-23; Tg. Ruth 1:17; and Tg. Esth II 9:24) . Hence the tensions between Luke 24:20 and John 18:31 can be resolved when one realizes that they deal with different Jewish sects (Sadducees and Pharisees respectively). However, Díez Merino's analysis has not gone unquestioned, with attention being paid to whether the targumic material is truly antiMishnaic and to whether the Qumran texts bear out his Yadin-influenced interpretation. 18 In contrast, Hengel has proposes that there was a time when even Pharisees crucified. He argues that the famous account of Simeon ben Sheta˙ hanging eighty witches in Ashkelon (m. Sanh. 6:4; as developed in y. Óag 2:2 [77d-78a]; y. Sanh. 6:9 [23c]) is actually an encoded narrative describing the Pharisaic backlash against the leadership who supported Alexander Jannaeus, who had crucified eight hundred of the Pharisees' countrymen. 19 Roughly speaking, among modern scholars addressing these issues there are three sets of opinions concerning the legality of crucifixion within ancient ----------------- Jewish law: (1) crucifixion was upheld as a viable means of execution by certain Jewish sects (i.e., Essenes, possibly Sadducees) and rejected by others (esp. Pharisees) 20 ; (2) crucifixion was universally rejected by all major Jewish sects -the Qumran and targumic passages either speaking to a different time, 21 or to a different mode of punishment 22 ; (3) crucifixion was accepted within ancient Jewish law at some early stage only later to be rejected by the formative rabbinic movement. 23 At times the ensuing debate was entangled with emotional issues sensitive to both Christians and Jewish people. Some articles strongly questioned the veracity of the Gospel accounts of Jewish participation in the crucifixion of Jesus. 24 Other authors feared the looming spectre of anti-Semitism, so often rationalized throughout Western history by claims of Jewish participation in Jesus' death. 25 However, while the present-day social consequences of historical analysis cannot be blithely ignored, and the pure objectivity of any interpreter is philosophically dubious, one must appreciate the historiographic contribution of those who, like J. Baumgarten of Baltimore Hebrew College, seek primarily to argue positions based on the indications inherent within the primary sources. 26 In any case, noticeably lacking among all the works surveyed above is a thoroughgoing attempt to provide a broad-based study of the many perceptions of crucifixion in the various ancient Jewish corpora. These studies have almost invariably focused on the historical issue of whether Jewish people in the time of Christ practiced crucifixion. 27 Certainly any study of the perceptions within ancient Judaism with regard to crucifixion necessarily includes whether or not it was viewed as an acceptable Jewish penalty. Thus, this issue will occasionally be in the background of the present work (see esp. §3 below). However, this study concentrates on what Jewish people in the Second Temple and early rabbinic periods would have thought when they saw, or heard about, a crucified person. A sustained treatment of all facets of the evidence directed toward this particular issue has yet to appear.
Crucifixion Terminology
This section offers some preliminary comments concerning the terminology most often used to designate crucifixion events. Probably in large part due to the impact of centuries of Christian art and symbols, the English term "crucifixion" typically designates the execution of a living person on a cross (particularly one shaped like †). 28 "Crucifixion" has become a technical term for a very specific and gruesome form of capital punishment. Similar connotations are seen in the German Kreuzigung, the French crucifixion and crucifiement, and the Spanish crucifixión. This is significant to recognize here because these are the languages in which, along with English, appear the most important recent writings on ancient Jewish views of crucifixion. However, ancient Hebrew, Greek, and Latin terminology is, to varying degrees, more flexible. This section elaborates this point, along with noting some pertinent lexical debates for the study of Jewish sources on crucifixion. 
Latin Terminology
The English terminology has roots in the Latin verb crucifigo (the dative of crux with the verb figo, often written separately; cf. also cruci affigo) -"to fasten to a crux." A crux was a wooden instrument of execution upon which a person was suspended. 29 Other terms may be used to refer to the victim (e.g., cruciarius) 30 or to indicate verbally the action of crucifixion (e.g., crucio in ecclesiastical Latin). 31 It is common for modern authors to distinguish four shapes of crosses: crux immissa (shaped like †), crux commissa (T), the Greek cross (+), and the crux decussata or St. Andrew's cross (X). 32 The crossbar of the crux, a kind of yoke, is sometimes designated a patibulum. 33 Criminals can also be spoken of as being fixed to a pole/stake (palus, sudis) or to a piece of wood (lignum 34 ).
However, even the so-called technical terminology could give the misleading impression that execution via the crux had only a limited range of shapes and practices. 30 Cruciarius can also be used adjectivally in reference to "tortured." Ecclesiastical Latin could employ crucifer for the victim and crucifixor for the executioner. 31 person] with his head upside down towards the ground, others impale a stake through the sexual organs, others extend the arms by a yoke [patibulum] .") 35 Understanding the three clauses beginning with capite as explications of "video istic cruces…", then even impaling of the genitals on a stipes ("tree, branch") can be considered affixing to a crux. That Seneca distinguished what he "saw" from any possible expectations to a unity of appearances of the cross ("non unius quidem generis") may show both (1) that under the Romans in this time execution on the cross tended to follow a fairly common routine, and (2) that there could be significant exceptions that are designated by the same terminology. 36 Indeed the affixing of a dead body to a crux could also be described as crucifixion in Latin (cf. Pliny, Nat. Hist. xxxvi.107). 37 Thus a variety of words could be used to speak of crucifixion, and even the most technical Latin terms could refer to the suspension of humans in ways only vaguely resembling execution on a crux immissa ( †). This relative flexibility in terminology is all the more obvious in the extant Greek sources.
Greek Terminology
The familiar New Testament terms for the crucifixion of Jesus include the verbs stauro/ w (46 times, though not all of Jesus), sustauro/ w (5 times), 38 and aÓ nastauro/ w (in Heb 6:6), as well as the noun stauro/ ß. Also NT authors speak of the event with prosph/ gnumi ("to affix"; in Acts 2:23) 39 or with the passive of krema¿ nnumi and eṗi« xu/ lou ("to hang upon a tree"; cf. Acts 5:30; 10:39; Gal 3:13). 40 Combining this terminology with that in Basore translates cruces as "instruments of torture" (Moral Essays, 2:69); however, although this is a possible translation of crux in some circumstances, note that here the three postures Seneca lists all indicate a death by suspension, and note that Seneca distinguishes these three from the expectation that the cruces he sees are not of a single kind (implying that a crux was normally in his reader's mind associated with a particular form of execution, rather than a more generic term for an "instrument of torture"). Cf. Hengel, Crucifixion, 25. 36 Note also in this regard: Tacitus, Annals xv.44.4 (the Christians are pinned to crosses and set on fire -though the textual issues here are significant); see Erich Koestermann et al., eds., Cornellii Taciti libri qui supersunt, 2 vols., Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana (Leipzig: Teubner, 1965 Teubner, -1986 Lucian's Prometheus 41 and in other works of Greek antiquity, several more words surface that, in context, can designate a crucifixion event: particularly aÓ naskolopi÷ zw (verb) and sko/ loy (noun), 42 and including verbs such as aÓ nakrema¿ nnumi, kataklei÷ w, kataph/ gnumi, ph/ gnumi, proshlo/ w, and prospattaleu/ w (= prospassaleu/ w).
Nevertheless, in Greek it is rare for the semantic range of any single term to be confined to "crucifixion." For example, a stauro/ ß appears originally to have referred to an upright pole. Thus a stauro/ ß can be a stake in a stau/ rwma ("palisade"; e.g., Thucydides, Hist. vi.100) 43 as well as a pole on which a person is impaled or crucified. Hence it naturally follows that both aÓ nastauro/ w and stauro/ w can refer to the building of stockades as well as to the setting up of poles (especially for the purpose of suspending people on stauroi÷ ). 44 Elsewhere a stauro/ ß can be used as a place of scourging, with the death following from some other method. 45 A sko/ loy likewise generally refers to "anything pointed" (Liddell & Scott, s.v.), including pales, stakes, thorns, a point of a fishhook, and (in the plural) a palisade. And similarly, the cognate verb aÓ naskolopi÷ zw need not exclusively refer to "fix on a pole or a stake, impale." 46 43 Other palisade terminology is likewise related to the staur-root (e.g., aÓ postauro/ w, diastauro/ w, peristauro/ w, prosstauro/ w, prostauro/ w, stau/ rwsiß) -most terms can be conveniently witnessed in Thucydides, some also occurring in later historians such as Polybius and Dionysius of Halicarnasus.
44 Nairne has briefly contended that "aÓ nastaurouv n is good Greek for 'crucify,' 'impale,' whereas staurouv n, which is always used elsewhere in the N.T. [i.e., outside Hebrews], meant in the classical period 'make a palisade'"; see A. Nairne, The Epistle to the Hebrews, CGTC (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922), 67. In fact, stauro/ w in the Hellenistic period was widely used for "crucify"; see, for example, Polybius (Hist. i.86.4), Strabo (Geog. xiv. However, the "fundamental" references to an upright pole in stauro÷ ß and its cognates, and to pointy objects in sko/ loy and its cognates, does not rightly imply such that terminology in antiquity, when applied to crucifixion, invariably referred to a single upright beam. This is a common word study fallacy in some populist literature. 47 In fact, such terminology often referred in antiquity to cross-shaped crucifixion devices. For example, Lucian, in a brief dialogue that employs most Greek crucifixion vocabulary, refers to the "crucifixion" of Prometheus, whose arms are pinned while stretched from one rock to another. 48 Such a cross-shaped crucifixion position in the Roman era may actually have been the norm; nevertheless, the point to be sustained at this stage is that this position was not the only one to be designated with these Greek terms.
In addition to recognizing the broader semantic ranges of these terms, it is helpful to note that different authors prefer certain terminology. Thus, while Philo knows stauro/ ß as a "cross" (see Flacc. 72, 84; contrast stauroi÷ as fortifications in Agr. 11; Spec. Leg. iv.229), he does not use the cognate verb aÓ nastauro/ w, preferring instead aÓ naskolopi÷ zw. 49 Josephus, on the other hand, employs only aÓ nastauro/ w and stauro/ w but never aÓ naskolopi÷ zw. 50 Hengel contends that in the Classical period Herodotus utilized aÓ nastauro/ w and aÓ naskolopi÷ zw with different nuances from one another (aÓ naskolopi÷ zw of the suspension of living men and aÓ nastauro/ w of dead men), but that after Herodotus these two verbs become synonymous. Such a picture may require some more nuance, 51 but it is certainly the case that after Herodotus some ----------------- authors use the terms interchangeably and that both verbs can designate acts of crucifixion (even in the narrow English sense of the word). 52 The sources testify at times to a variety of means of suspending a person from a stauro/ ß. For example, Josephus reports the monstrous incident of the Roman soldiers who "out of rage and hatred amused themselves by nailing their prisoners in different postures," affixing them to stauroi/ . 53 Roughly contemporary to Josephus is the use of stauro/ ß in the account by Plutarch concerning Parysatis (mother of Artaxerxes): "eġceiri/ sasa toi ß eṗi« tw n timwriw n prose÷ taxen ekdei rai zw nta, kai« to\ me« n sw ma pla¿ gion dia» triw n staurw n aÓ naphv xai, to\ de« de÷ rma cwri« ß diapattaleuv sai."
(Art. xvii.5). 54 Perhaps most importantly, there is often ambiguity in crucifixion and suspension accounts as to whether the person is being suspended before or after death. So Josephus, while most often utilizing aÓ nastauro/ w to indicate a means of execution, 55 can also say that the Philistines "crucified" the dead bodies of Saul and his sons "to the walls of the city of Bethsan" (Ant. vi.374; ta» de« sw¿ mata aÓ nestau/ rwsan pro\ ß ta» tei÷ ch thv ß Bhqsa» n po/ lewß). Thus -----------------aÓ naskolopi÷ zw), if not actually implying that the means of death was through aÓ nastauro/ w, since the use of the term is not preceded by the death of Histiaeus. In the later period it is possible that Plutarch distinguished crucifixion on a stauro/ ß from impalement on a sko/ loy (cf. "aÓ ll eiß stauro\ n kaqhlw¿ seiß h£ sko/ lopi ph/ xeiß;" -"but will you nail him to a cross or impale him on a stake?" in 54 "…she put the eunuch in the hands of the executioners, who were ordered to flay him alive, to set up his body slantwise on three stakes [triw n staurw n], and to nail up his skin to a fourth." Text and translation from Bernadotte Perrin, Plutarch's Lives, 11 vols., LCL (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1914-1926), 11:167. 55 Note especially Vita 420-21, where the three crucified individuals are removed from the cross at Josephus' request (one of them survives). Also see Ant. xi.267 (kai« keleu/ ei paracrhv ma auj to\ n eẋ ekei÷ nou touv staurouv kremasqe÷ nta aÓ poqanei n); xii.256 (zw nteß e ¶ ti kai« eṁpne÷ onteß aÓ nestaurouv nto); and xiii.380 (= Bell. i.97); most likely also Ant. xix.94; Bell. iii.321. In other situations in Josephus the context is not necessarily determinative as to whether the stauro/ ß was the means of death, though often it is possible to assume so. hanging a dead body on a pole (or, in the case above, in a similar fashion to a wall) may be associated terminologically for Josephus with the hanging of a live person for the purpose of execution. This fluidity of stauro/ ß terminology also appears in other Greek authors (especially in Polybius and Plutarch). 56 In fact, most often our sources do not present us with clear contextual indicators that would allow us to decide in any one text which manner of penalty is projected. For example, are the criminals' dead bodies being impaled, or are they being nailed alive to a cross in Philo Spec. Leg. iii.151-52?
In part, this calls for the interpreter to be sensitive to matters of personal and regional lexical style. But it is quite conceivable, especially when considering the aÓ nastauro/ w word group, that the fundamental distinction within the terms is not "crucifixion vs. other post-mortem suspensions," but rather "suspension of persons vs. suspension of other objects." Crucifixion represents a subset of the larger conceptuality of human bodily suspension. In fact, many (if not most) of the concepts in a Greek-speaking audience concerning human suspension (both as a means to and as a subsequent penalty after death) may come into play when that same audience hears of an act of crucifixion.
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Syriac Terminology
While Hebrew and Aramaic are distinct languages, it is still reasonable to treat them together in our discussion of terminology. Naturally, both are part of the larger family of Semitic languages. More importantly, there appear significant similarities in usage between Hebrew and Aramaic in words from roots such as tlh (cf. Aramaic tly and tl<) and ßlb. Further, Syriac terminology originated from Aramaic. Thus the following section analyzes crucifixion terminology from these three languages -noting both continuities and discontinuities between them. 
-----------------

TLH and ÍLB
Ancient Hebrew and Aramaic literature often denotes bodily suspension of a person after (and sometimes before) death with the Hebrew phrase
Xo lo [wta] hlt (in Aramaic with the corresponding ylt or alt) 57 and with the Hebrew and Aramaic verbal root blx. 58 Jastrow notes that the device on which a person is suspended is designated by the nominal cognates of blx in Hebrew (b… wlV x) and Aramaic (aD byI lV x), and that the suspension itself may be signified by Hebrew hD byI lV x and Aramaic a; D tV byI lV x. 59 However scholars debate whether these terms and phrases by themselves can typically designate, beyond mere bodily suspension, an act of "crucifixion" in the limited sense of the English word.
For example, when the Qumran Nahum Pesher was published, there was some discussion as to whether Myyj MyCna hlty rCa ("who hangs men alive") in 4QpNah 3-4 i 7 was a reference to crucifixion. 60 However, most 59 Jastrow (Dictionary, s.v.), indicates "stake, gallows" as definitions for b… wlV x (also, in a separate entry, "impaled, hanging"). Jastrow provides similar definitions for bylx, and for the Aramaic aD byI lV x (variant hD byI lV x). For hD byI lV x and a; D tV byI lV x Jastrow lists "impaling, hanging." However, here again Sokoloff is more specific in defining bylx as the "pole for crucifixion" (Dictionary, p. 465). 60 Doubts against a crucifixion understanding of the phrase Myyj MyCna hlty rCa have been unfairly associated with the name of H. H. Rowley; see the remarks by Wieder, ("Notes," 71); and Baumgarten ("TLH in the Temple Scroll," 478n.). Actually, Rowley states that, based on the versional renderings of OT passages that use hlt, this phrase may possibly be a reference to crucifixion but the lexical data alone cannot limit the term hlt to this meaning. Rowley himself, however, also contends that the "…horror caused by such action suggests that it was some non-Jewish form of death, and this elevates the possibility that crucifixion is meant into a probability"; see H. rightly favour a crucifixion understanding of the Nahum Pesher phrase, due to the comparison of this phrase with a similar idiom also found in Sifre Deut 221 (yj wtwa Mylwt why lwky, "is it possible they hung him alive?"), which itself is explicated in important manuscripts by hCwo twklmhC Krdk ("in the manner which the [Roman] government does"). 61 On another matter, H. Cohn argues that, while blx in Hebrew designates "to crucify," in Aramaic blx means "to hang." He bases this on the etymologies of the two words, which he claims are different -the Hebrew is derived from the Hebrew root "shelov" (blv), which he defines as "fixing or bracing wooden planks or beams together," while the Aramaic comes from the Assyrian dalabu (glossed as "causing pain or distress"). 62 It is surprising that Cohn can argue a strong distinction between two identical consonantal terms used in such similar contexts in two languages with such a long history of intermingling. The spectre of the etymological fallacy suggests itself. Also, the etymologies he provides are striking for the improbable consonantal shifts required (v to x in Hebrew; and Assyrian d to Aramaic ß). 63 Rather, Baumgarten's proposal that blx is related to the ----------------- 61 So Wieder, "Notes," 71-72. Zeitlin, having erroneously stated on the basis of a "minor midrash" concerning Judith that the phrase "to hang alive" in 4QpNah was an expression "coined in the Middle Ages," uses this as evidence for a very late date to the Nahum Pesher; Assyrian ßilbu ("a crosswise arrangement [of bandages or wood]") seems more worthy of consideration. 64 Even more detrimental to Cohn's belief is the evidence of the Aramaic sections in the midrashim where Aramaic blx clearly designates crucifixion. 65 Further, Cohn's subsequent discussion about blx in the Nahum Pesher is misplaced, since the term in the Pesher is hlt and not blx. 66 Thus, Cohn's strong separation between Aramaic and Hebrew blx must be rejected.
However, in a meticulously argued article, J. Baumgarten contends that the phrase tmyw Xoh lo wtwa hmtyltw ("and you shall hang him on the tree and he shall die") in the Qumran Temple Scroll does not refer to death by crucifixion, but to execution by hanging on a noose. 67 Baumgarten's essay essentially combines (1) an assertion that hanging on a noose was an accepted means of execution in Second Temple Judaism (and signified by both hlt and blx) with (2) an argument that hlt by itself could not designate crucifixion for the Qumran community (and hence must refer to hanging from a noose). Because Baumgarten's thesis involves several issues of lexical semantics, his arguments are worth reviewing:
68 Also supported by an appeal to one MS of Targum Ruth, which reads ardws tqynj ("the strangulation of the scarf") in the place of asyq tbylx (MS De Rossi 31). Baumgarten seems to imply that, since blx is the normal rendering of hlt in the Targumim (p. 474), this (3) The essence of crucifixion, as practiced by the Romans, was "the deliberate protraction of torture" combined with the disgrace of leaving the body unburied. But, since this contravenes the command to bury the executed person within the day (Deut 21:22-23) -a command explicitly known and kept by the Qumran community (11QTemple lxiv.11-12) -the Qumranites could not have envisioned their law to execute someone by "hanging him on the tree" as involving crucifixion. Rather this Qumran legislation must have involved a more instant means of death, such as by strangulation on a noose. 71 (4) Most significantly, both the Qumran community and the rabbis addressed crucifixion as the act of "hanging men alive" (Myyj MyCna hlty in 4QpNah 3-4 i 7; also line 8 Xoh lo yj ywltl; cf. Sifre Deut 221 yj wtwa Mylwt). The need for the explication "alive" demonstrates that "…tlh by itself did not signify impalement on a cross, but a form of execution resulting in immediate death" (p. 478).
(5) Contrary to Yadin's contention, it is unlikely that 4QpNah 3-4 i 6-8 reflects a positive affirmation of the Lion of Wrath's crucifixion of the Seekers-after-Smooth-Things. 72 Although Baumgarten's article focuses on the use of hlt at Qumran, his work leaves the clear impression that hlt nowhere means "to crucify" apart from the technical phraseology produced when it is combined with "alive" (yj or Myyj). He does allow that hlt in the biblical Esther narratives may be a reference to impalement on a pole, but these instances do not amount to evidence that this was a legal punishment in Jewish law (pp. 476-77).
----------------- In a later article Baumgarten clarifies his understanding of the semantic range of blx: he allows a few instances where blx does refer to crucifixion, 73 but maintains that the targumic usage of blx signifies hanging and not crucifixion (pp. 8*-9*). Those uses of ßlb in Syriac, Mandaic, and Christian Palestinian Aramaic (which use the term to signify "crucifixion") are dominated by Christian theological assertions, and are thus not relevant when examining blx in targumic Aramaic (p. 8*). Furthermore, the targumic passages that use blx reflect standard rabbinic interpretations of those biblical passages -thus showing that the targumim did not contravene the standard rabbinic understanding of bodily suspension (i.e., that crucifixion is not a viable means of execution; p. 9*).
An article by D. J. Halperin portrays an almost entirely opposite view from that of Baumgarten, since Halperin holds that blx generally designates crucifixion. 74 Halperin emphasizes the evidence of Syriac, Mandaic, and Christian Palestinian Aramaic with regard to ßlb (pp. 37-38). He also contends that blx in the targumim is only used in reference to the penal bodily suspension of humans either living or dead (p. 38). 75 And Halperin, noting certain rabbinic Hebrew uses of blx and its cognates that clearly denote crucifixion in the rabbinic writings (38n.), argues that the Esther Targumim "plainly intend" crucifixion in their use of blx (p. 39). Finally, he contends that there are places in rabbinic Hebrew where hlt actually replaces blx as a term for crucifixion, thus showing that the meturgeman could very well have thought that hlt in the biblical texts referred to a form of punishment implying "crucifixion or something resembling it" (on this basis blx, a term normally designating crucifixion, was extended to include post-mortem suspension). 76 With this argumentation Halperin states:
One gathers that the primary meaning of Targumic selab -meaning that surfaces when the writers are composing freely and without the restrictions imposed by the Hebrew text -is crucifixion…. There is no evidence that the verb is ever used for hanging by the neck. In Targ. Ruth 1:17, where a form of execution is obviously designated, the burden of proof rests heavily upon the scholar who would see in selibat qesa anything other than crucifixion (pp. 39-40).
-----------------73 See Baumgarten, "Hanging," pp. 8* (on t. Sanh. 9.7) and 9* (esp. note 15, citing m. Yebam. 16:3). 74 Halperin, "Crucifixion," esp. 37-40. 75 Halperin does allow that the Samaritan Targum, unlike the other targumic traditions, uses blx to render the biblical hlt uniformly ("Crucifixion," 38n.), even where not speaking of human bodily suspension (he notes Deut 28:66). Baumgarten seizes on Halperin's admitted exception in the Samaritan Targum, noting that thus blx is used "…even where the verb does not pertain to execution" (Baumgarten, "Hanging," 8*). 76 Halperin, "Crucifixion," 39-40. He cites t. Sanh. 9.7 (blx) and "its parallel" in b. Sanh. 46b (hlt) as his example of hlt replacing blx in denoting crucifixion. How ought one arbitrate between the lexical studies of Baumgarten and Halperin? Of all modern authors Baumgarten has certainly presented the best lexical arguments so far for limiting the range of hlt and for guarding the targumim from bearing a crucifixion meaning in their usage of blx. Yet, there are reasons to remain unconvinced of his analysis.
First, an appeal to the later Aramaic dialects remains fruitful. What is interesting about the other Aramaic traditions is not simply that they use ßlb for "crucify" (and its nominal cognates for "crucifixion"), but that, in the semantic field of terms for crucifixion, ßlb is distinctive in several Middle Aramaic dialects for having the exclusive meaning of "crucifixion" while other crucifixion terms have broader semantic ranges.
For example, in Syriac both pQz and bLc can designate "to crucify," with their corresponding nominal forms ()PYQz and )BYLc) designating the cross itself. However, while the semantic range of bLc appears focused on "crucify," 77 pQz can signify "erexit, suspendit, crucifixit; erexit se, horruit." 78 Thus pQz appears to be a term that includes crucifixion within its semantic range (especially in the NT Peshi †ta), 79 but that more broadly has to do with "lifting up" or "erecting." In a similar way the verb )Lt, while having a basic concept of suspendit, can in certain contexts signify crucifixit. 80 In contrast, the nouns )PYQz and )BYLc are much closer to termini technici for the cross and for crucifixion, as is bLc for "to crucify." 81 Similarly, Christian Palestinian Aramaic evidences a limited application of ßlb and its nominal cognates to crucifixion, while zqp is a more general term that can designate crucifixion in certain contexts. 82 Also, in Mandaic the central definition given for ßlb is "to crucify," though tla can likewise be legitimately used for human bodily suspension. 83 As these Aramaic dialects progressed, ßlb was the Aramaic term already in use that presented itself as the most likely candidate for a technical term for crucifixion in Christian and Nasoraean literature. Other terms were also available that could mean crucifixion, but only ßlb was the clear choice to bear such a focused meaning. Thus it is wholly possible that ßlb may have had some proclivity to bearing crucifixion signification in other Aramaic dialects with which Syriac, Christian Palestinian Aramaic, and Mandaic were in contact, and from which they developed -including both Babylonian and Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, as well as their predecessors. It is this possibility that Baumgarten too quickly dismisses. Though the focus of this lexical analysis will be on synchronic evidence, such diachronic development might provide subsidiary support. 84 Second, it is worth re-emphasizing Halperin's point that blx is always only used in the targumim for human bodily suspension (rendering each time the Hebrew hlt). In fact, blx in rabbinic literature also only designates human bodily suspension (while its cognate nouns only speak either of the device on which such suspension occurs, or of the event itself). The only example that Baumgarten adduces to the contrary is from Halperin's own admission that the Samaritan Targum uses blx uniformly to translate alt, even in Deut 28:66. However, in Deut 28:66 a person's "life" is in suspension before him, a metaphor that the Samaritan meturgeman could easily have sought to vividly render with bodily suspension terminology. 85 In any case, -----------------Ephraem's works, vol. 2, 89a) -note that R. Payne Smith (Thesaurus, 1149) includes this same reference under the passive participle. Naturally, other cognates of pQz and bLc can be used to indicate related crucifixion concepts: e.g., )PwQz and )BwLc ("crucifier"); )twPYQz and )twBYLc ("crucifixion"). 82 Fifth, Baumgarten's distinction between halakhic and haggadic exegesis misses the point in his discussion of t. Sanh. 9.7. In that passage, Rabbi Meir compares Deut 21:23 to a story of two twin brothers, one of whom is crucified. 93 Baumgarten, noting that this refers to a Roman crucifixion, contends that such a haggadic passage can "…hardly suffice to prove that in the legal exegesis of the time Deut. 21:22-23 was understood to refer to crucifixion. ii.213 (analogous to the baker the person is described as proshlwme÷ noß w‚ sper oi˚ aÓ naskolopisqe÷ ÷ nteß tw ˆ xu/ lwØ ). Naturally, Josephus and Philo could have based their understanding on a Greek version, but the point would still stand that "to hang someone on a tree" (be the phrase in Greek or Hebrew) could be rendered with crucifixion terminology by representatives of Second Temple Judaism. 92 So Targums Onkelos, Neofiti, and Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen 40:19, 22; 41:13; and a Cairo Geniza targumic text on Gen 41:13. Also note the Samaritan Targum on these verses (except for ms A in 40:19). 93 The narrative is treated in detail below in chapter three. 94 Baumgarten, "Hanging," 8*. If Baumgarten's point were conceded here (which seems unwarranted), then a similar distinction between halakhic and haggadic evidence may tell against Baumgarten's own strategic use of the narrative of Ja˚im of Zeroroth, since the Ja˚im narrative represents a clear haggadic passage. 95 Defended most fervently by Hengel in Rabbinische Legende, 27-36. the texts referring to this event. Thus these texts, without more detailed argumentation than Baumgarten provides, do not positively contribute to his thesis that hanging on a noose, rather than crucifixion, was practiced in preMishnaic Judaism. 96 Seventh, when Baumgarten follows Büchler in noting b. Sanh. 67a and 35a as instances of hanging on a noose, he involuntarily weakens his thesis. In the first passage, some have considered the Ben Stada narrative in b. Sanh. 67a to be a covert reference to the crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth (which may explain its omission in the censored editions of the Talmud) -though this is debated. 97 In any case, the narrative sequence in the Talmudic manuscripts that contain the passage implies that stoning preceded the hanging; thus it is irrelevant to Baumgarten's case for hanging on the noose as an early form of strangulation.
In addition, the second Talmudic passage (b. Sanh. 34b-35a) defines oqwhw in Num 25:4 as hyylt ("hanging"), arguing this definition in part based on the lexical connection with Mwnoqwhw in 2 Sam 21:6 and the way Rizpah four verses later in 2 Sam 21:10 defends the bodies of the slain from birds. Thus the Talmud implies an extended time of "hanging" in the 2 Samuel passage (as well as presumably in Num 25:4). 98 But one of Baumgarten's key arguments is that hlt in rabbinic (and Qumranic) thinking must refer to the relatively quick hanging by a noose (in keeping with Deut 21:22-23), rather than a long-term suspension (such as on a pole or cross) as we find suggested in this Talmudic passage.
Eighth, the debate over the four means of execution acknowledged in Targum Ruth 1:17 permits an alternate interpretation to that of Baumgarten.
So Halperin in fact contended that the phrase asyq tbylx in this Targum is a reference to crucifixion. 99 As noted above, Baumgarten makes reference to a single manuscript (MS De Rossi 31) that reads ardws tqynjw ("and the strangulation of the scarf") in agreement with the Mishnaic halakhah, thus suggesting to him that asyq tbylx was just an alternative means of strangulation. However, apart from the scant support, internal criteria would suggest that this one manuscript is actually seeking to bring the Targum back into agreement with the Mishnah (or at least back into agreement with Ruth testifies to the discomfort felt by its scribal circle in acknowledging blx as a viable means of execution.
Baumgarten also appears to argue that the very fact that in Targum Ruth asyq tbylx is in the place of strangulation in the standard rabbinic list implies that asyq tbylx was a mere variant form of strangulation (via suspension from a noose), dating back to a time before the sanctioned rabbinic method (via a padded rope pulled by the two witnesses, as described in m. Sanh. 7:3) was universally applied. However, if the tradition in the Targum Ruth passage is earlier than the Mishnaic legislation (as Heinemann maintained), 100 then it is possible that it doesn't represent a mere variation on the idea of strangulation, but a completely different penalty altogether. This is not to imply that the whole of Targum Ruth is pre-Mishnaic, only certain traditions contained in it. To state this another way: If Baumgarten finds in Targum Ruth an exception to the standard means of rabbinic strangulation (possibly predating the later codification), then similar arguments also favour it being viewed as an exception to the standard list itself -the difference is a matter of degree in how great an exception Tg. Ruth 1:17 appears to the scholar. All this is to say that there are alternatives to Baumgarten's suggestion that he has not adequately countered, and thus Tg. Ruth cannot provide indisputable evidence that hanging on a noose, and not crucifixion, was practiced in the pre-Mishnaic period. Ninth, the phrase "hanging alive" in the Nahum Pesher and in the Sifre on Deuteronomy may not be the only means of expressing crucifixion with hlt in ancient Judaism. While yj in these two texts may have been added for emphasis (the suspended victim is alive), it may not be required in talking about crucifixion with hlt. So in Sifre Deut. 221 the emphasis on suspension of the "living" person helps set off the point that the sequence in the biblical text speaks of death first and then hanging. Its use in 4QpNah likewise seems emphatic on the living status of the suspended victims. On the other hand, the author/redactor of 11QTemple may not have felt the need to emphasize that the person suspended was "alive," since the word order alone was sufficient for this. Certainly, one cannot infer (as Baumgarten apparently does) 101 from the adjectival use of yj an extensive time of suspension unto death as opposed to an immediate one -yj in this context does not speak of the extent of time one spends alive hung on a tree, but emphasizes the fact that one is alive when suspended.
----------------- 100 So Joseph Heinemann, "The Targum of Ex. XXII,4 and the Ancient Halakha," Tarbiz 38 (1969): 295-96.
101 Thus Baumgarten says of the word "alive" in 4QpNah and Sifre Deut that it "demonstrates that tlh by itself did not signify impalement on a cross, but a form of execution resulting in immediate death." Baumgarten, "TLH in the Temple Scroll," 478 (italics mine). When combined, all nine objections to Baumgarten's thesis indicate that hlt could be understood in the Second Temple period as a designation for crucifixion -even "by itself" without the emphasis added by "alive." Also blx bears strong crucifixion associations in both Hebrew and Aramaic.
However, listing objections to Baumgarten's argumentation does not necessitate wholehearted agreement with Halperin, who contends that the "primary meaning" of blx is "to crucify" and that it was never used of hanging by the neck. Several cautions are worth noting.
Some targumic passages utilize blx (and its cognates) in a word order implying that the person is already dead prior to suspension. 102 And this fact is enough to call into question whether "crucifixion" (in the English sense of the word as a means of producing death) is the "primary" meaning of blx. If blx had inevitably referred to "crucfixion", then why not use another Aramaic term (e.g., alt or Pqz) in passages where the person is dead before suspension? 103 Rather, it appears that the semantic range of blx was broad enough to include both the bodily suspension of the dead and the living.
Also, the one text Halperin cites for hlt occasionally replacing blx with the meaning "crucify" (t. Sanh. 9:7 to b. Sanh. 46b) may not be a linear passing of tradition from the Tosefta to the Bavli (with a conscious supplanting of blx with hlt), for the traditions may have come from common stock (see chapter 3, §4.7 below). Halperin's argument is possible, but not lock tight.
Furthermore, as Baumgarten notes, the story of Ja˚im of Zeroroth, who (while employing all official means of execution upon himself) hangs himself from a pole to produce strangulation (Gen. Rab. 65:22; Midr. Psa. 11:7), does seem to allow that hlt in this passage (and hanging by the neck) could be seen as the equivalent of strangulation -at least in this remarkable suicide. Also, though we have opposed Baumgarten's lexical arguments, his understanding of the Ruth Targum is well worth considering in more detail, as are his two suggested reconstructions of 4QpNah and some of the broader points he makes on 11QTemple.
In summary, although blx does not only signify "to crucify," it does frequently bear strong crucifixion implications. Certainly blx is a term devoted to describing the penal suspension of the human body (either living or dead) in the context of execution. Beyond that, the actual means of suspension (and the timing of it in relation to death) may be signaled by the literary context of any one occurrence. Where not signaled, likely the ancient audience would come to its own conclusions -undoubtedly influenced by a -----------------social world in which they witnessed frequent governmental employment of crucifixion.
In this regard, blx and its cognates function semantically in some ways similar to the Greek semantic field of (aÓ na)stauro/ w and its cognates. Both terms convey a technical sense of "bodily suspension" in contexts of execution (though aÓ nastauro/ w, unlike blx, can at times be employed in other broader contexts). Both terms can convey the bodily suspension of the living (including what is usually meant by "crucifixion" in English) and of the dead. Certainly, such words can designate crucifixion in the right context. Yet, more importantly, such Greek, Hebrew and Aramaic vocabulary appear to indicate that "crucifixion" was terminologically associated in antiquity with a broader field of penalties that involved penal bodily suspension.
Concerning hlt, the basic meaning of the term is clearly "to hang," but in certain contexts it can speak of the suspension of humans (both before and after death). It is unwarranted to claim that hlt cannot be used of crucifixion unless it is joined with yj. Rather, some of the examples cited above show that, at least by the Second Temple period, biblical passages using hlt could be understood to refer to crucifixion. Thus hlt by itself may be understood in certain contexts (and possibly in certain communities) to bear crucifixion associations.
Aramaic ZQP
An important passage in the Babylonian Talmud records that Rabbi Eleazar ben Simeon, in collusion with the Roman authorities, sent a man to the cross as a thief (b. B. Meß. 83b). This text uses both the verb Pqz and its cognate noun: ykbb aqw apyqz ytwt Mq whwpqz -"They hung him [the suspected thief] up. He [R. Eleazar] stood under the pole and wept." That this represents an act of crucifixion is made highly probable by both the fact that the arrested man was thought to be a thief, and that a Roman execution penalty is involved. 104 Halperin argues that "the Aramaic of the Babylonian Talmud uses zeqaf for crucifixion instead of ßelab." 105 As he notes, though blx is present in Hebrew sections of the Bavli, Pqz can designate the bodily suspension of a person, and its cognate aD pyI q z (also hpwqz) can indicate the pole upon which one is suspended, the hanged person, or the suspension itself. 106 These terms also occur in contexts of execution outside the Bavli. 107 ----------------- 104 On the crucifixion of thieves and brigands see chapter five, §2; also note the discussion of this episode in chapter two, §3.7.2. 105 D. J. Halperin, "Crucifixion," 38n. However, it is necessary to qualify the above by noting that the vast majority of instances of Pqz in the Bavli are more mundane -referring to the elevation, erection, or suspension of some other object. And likewise aD pyI q z can also speak generally of something erect or upright. Thus it is better to conceive of blx in a relation of hyponymy with Pqz rather than in one of synonymy. While Pqz can be used in contexts of execution, and may even clearly refer in those contexts to an act of crucifixion, its semantic range is actually fairly broad. On the other hand, blx in extant Jewish literature invariably refers to the penal suspension of a human body. 108 Interestingly, as noted above, a similar hyponymous relationship exists between ßlb and zqp both in Syriac and in Christian Palestinian Aramaic.
Finally, the one biblical use of the Aramaic Pqz should be mentioned (Ezra 6:11; RSV: "a beam shall be pulled out of his house, and he shall be impaled upon it"). 109 The complexities involved in interpreting this verse, especially in the relationship between PyI q z and ajm in yI hø lS o aE jV mV tŷ PyI q z… w, are analyzed below in chapter three.
Notes on the Hebrew YQ>
One final term worthy of study is the Hebrew oqy. According to the Masoretic pointing of the Hebrew Bible it occurs four times in the Qal, 110 thrice in the Hiphil, and once in the Hophal. Only those occurrences in the socalled "causative" binyanim (Hiphil & Hophal) seem to refer to execution. However, the manner of execution employed in these instances is a matter of some debate among contemporary lexicographers.
Among the major lexicons, Koehler-Baumgartner glosses the meaning as "to display with broken legs and arms," 111 while Alonso Schoekel implies that the execution was by some form of impalement or suspension ("Empalar, -----------------
